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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. Claims 1 - 24 are pending. No claim is amended. Independent Claims are 1, 12 
and 21. This action is Non-Final because of a missing issue of the first paragraph of 
35U.S.C. 112. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1, 12, 21 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention, (see Remarks Page 9, Lines 15-18). 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 8/7/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

4.1 Claims 1, 12, 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 251 as being based upon new 
matter added to the patent for which reissue is sought. The added material, 
which is not supported by the prior patent is as follows (refer MPEP 14.22.01): 
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(see Remarks Page 9, Lines 15-18). 
Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action. 
There is no disclosure of "while providing access to other handheld devices or 
the information" in the specification or the original claims. This introduces new 
matter (i.e., matter which is not supported by the disclosure as originally filed), 
which was introduced by amendment. 

After review of the specification and original claims, it was discovered that: 

a) The term, "other handheld devices" .does not appear in the specification or 
the original claims; 

b) The term, "other handheld device" , only appears in (paragraph [0005], line 
10) and (paragraph [0020], line 20); 

c) The term, "providing access" , does not appear in the specification or original 
claims; and 

d) The phrase, "while providing access to other handheld devices or the 
information" , does not appear in the specification or original claims. 



4.2 Applicant argues that in the referenced prior art " ... Hoguta is completely silent 
as to synchronization ... ". (see Remarks Page 3, Lines 15-16) 

Applicant's invention discloses a file sharing (i.e. file transfer) transaction 
system in its abstract and specification. Applicant's invention does disclose 
synchronization in the last 4 lines of the abstract and portions of the specification. 
File synchronization is the transfer of files between a server and a client to 
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achieve identical contents within file. Hoguta discloses subscriber information 
(i.e. profile information for a user or a device), which is utilized to setup an 
interface for the transfer of information (i.e. file transfer, sharing) between 
network-connected systems. 



4.3 Applicant argues that the referenced prior art does not disclose "... Mutter does 
not teach or fairly suggest modifying an account to identify information ... (see 
Remarks Page 7, Lines 18-19) 

It is unclear what Applicant means by the term "fairly suggest". This statement 
seems to indicate that the Multer prior art does suggest this action to some 
degree. The Examiner must assume these actions are taught in the prior art. 

4.4 Applicant argues that the referenced prior art " ... teach away ... " (see Remarks 
Page 5, Lines 1-3) ; (see Remarks Page 5, Lines 15-17) ; "fundamental 
differences between the taught "user" and the recited "device ..." (see Remarks 
Page 4, Line 10) ; (see Remarks Page 8, Lines 7-9) 

To teach away, a reference must criticize or discourage a particular 
embodiment of an invention within a prior art. Multer does not criticize, discredit, 
or discourage the application of its user information to be utilized for a device. 
The Applicant Invention's accounting information maintained for the device can 
be application and application version information, (see Specification Page 6, 
Lines 6-8) The accounting information maintained for the user can be application 
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and application version information, (see Multer col. 8, lines 40-44; col. The 
information maintained for Applicant's invention and referenced prior art are 
equivalent. 

Applicant is reminded that, "the prior art's mere disclosure of more than one 
alternative does not constitute a teaching away from any of these alternatives 
because such disclosure does not criticize, discredit, or otherwise discourage the 
solution claimed...." In re Fulton, 391 F.3d 1195, 1201, 73 USPQ2d 1141, 1146 
(Fed. Cir. 2004). (refer MPEP 2145.X.D.1) 

There is no disclosure in Multer that discredits, discourages the usage of 
information on a device basis. If a single user for a single device, the accounting 
information for that one device is equivalent to Applicant's Invention. A profile is 
information about a particular entity, whether it is a user or a device. In this 
situation, there is no fundamental difference between a user or a device. The 
prior art's treatment of a user is equivalent to the Applicant Invention's treatment 
of a device. 

4.5 Applicant argues that the referenced prior art does not disclose "... storage of a 
user's entire file system tree ... " (see Remarks Page 7, Line 2) 
Multer discloses several implementation of a storage server with the storage of an 
entire file system as only one embodiment or implementation, (see Multer col. 
32, lines 65 - col. 33, line 13) It is unclear what relevance this has for 
Applicant's Invention. Whether an entire file system is stored on a storage server 
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has no bearing on whether the file system (i.e. a portion of file system) is 
updated. Updating a set of files (i.e. a complement of files) within the entire file 
system has no bearing on whether the entire file system is stored on a storage 
server. A portion of the files can still be updated. 

4.6 Applicant argues that the referenced prior art does not disclose "... describing a 
complement of information stored in the second handheld device ... " (see 
Remarks Page 8, Lines 5-6) 

Multer does disclose this limitation. This complement (i.e. or a set) of 
information stored on a handheld device based on a unique account. It has been 
established that a user account is equivalent to a device account, therefore, the 
accounting information is for a device, (see Multer col. 34, lines 16-19; col. 31 , 
lines 52-62; col. 16, lines 50-50: user accounting information for each user stored 
on) 

In addition, the Multer prior art discloses information that is new to (i.e. first, 
second, and etc.) handheld device. Information is on remote server and not in 
handheld device (i.e. new) and can be downloaded at a later time period, (see 
Multer col. 6, lines 4-12; col. 44, lines 48-54: information resides on server, 
information downloaded) Multer does disclose 

4.7 Applicant argues that in the referenced prior art " ... Multer does not even utilize 
the word "token" or similar forms ..." (see Remarks Page 11, Lines 16) 
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Multer does disclose this claim limitation. Multer does disclose a similar form, 
the datapack. It is not a requirement to disclose a token, when the prior art 
named entity, the datapack, performs an equivalent function. A token is defined 
as an entity to identify information. A token causes the account to be modified 
(see Remarks Page 11, Lines 14), and the referenced prior art's datapack 
causes particular account information and data on the handheld device to be 
modified. The Multer discloses a data package, which is utilized to identify 
information, (see Multer col. 10, lines 26-31: data package, change information) 
The data package is equivalent to the invention token. 

4.8 Applicant argues that in the referenced prior art " ... wherein the information is a 
version of an application program... " (see Remarks Page 12, Line 18 - Page 13, 
Line 1) 

Multer does disclose this claim limitation. Multer disclose a version number per 
object, (see Multer col. 12, lines 10-12), and each application has an application 
object. Multer discloses the processing of application programs, its version 
information, and the capability to match (i.e. synchronize) applications between 
systems (i.e. handheld devices), (see Multer col. 12, lines 10-12; col. 15, lines 
10-11; col. 15, lines 27-30: application information processed) Multer does 
disclose versioning 
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4.9 The rejection for each independent and dependent claim includes a citation from 
the referenced prior art that discloses the basis for the rejection . Each 
obviousness combination clearly indicates the claim limitation the combined 
reference prior art teaches. In addition, a cited passage from the referenced 
prior art clearly indicates the motivation for the obviousness combination. Each 
obviousness combination's disclosure is equivalent to the applicant's claimed 
invention. 

4.10 In conclusion, the examiner has considered the Applicant's remarks concerning 
the data transfer sharing transactions between network-connected systems. All 
claims in Applicant's invention have been rejected as anticipatory or obvious 
based on the referenced prior art. 

After the additional analysis of the applicant's invention, remarks, and an 
additional search of the available prior art, it was determined that the current set 
of prior art consisting of Yeung (6,643,702), Bastiani (6,636,922), Takabatake 
(6,728,244), and Lappetelainen (6,693,915) discloses the applicant's invention 
including disclosures in Remarks dated August 7, 2006. 

These rejections are set forth in prior Office Action, Paper No. * 
09863232\20060428 and reproduced for convenient 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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5. Claims 1 - 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Multer et al. (US Patent No. 6,757,696) and in view of Hoguta et al. (US Patent No. 
6,725,303). 

Regarding Claim 1, Multer discloses a method of transferring information comprising 
the steps of: 

a) a first handheld device (see Multer col. 4, lines 27-34: handheld device utilized) 
causing an account (see Multer col. 32, lines 53-55: account information) to be 
accessed that is stored on a remote server, the account reserved for a second 
handheld device and describing a complement of information stored in the 
second handheld device; (see Multer col. 34, lines 16-19; col. 31, lines 58-62; 
col. 16, lines 50-50: user accounting information for each user stored on) 

b) the account modified to identify an information that resides on the remote server 
but not on the second handheld device; (see Multer col. 17, lines 15-20; col. 32, 
lines 14-17: user accounting information for particular user updated and stored 
on server) 

c) the second handheld device establishing a connection with the remote server; 
(see Multer col. 5, lines 10-17; col. 6, lines 16-20: handheld device 
communications between server and handheld device through connection) and 

Multer discloses wherein the remote server automatically determining, from 
the account, that the information is new to the second handheld device and in 
response thereto for automatically downloading the information to the second 
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handheld device, (see Multer col. 34, lines 23-29: user information updated (i.e. 

new information)) Multer does specifically discloses the capability to enable 

access to user profile by another user. 

However, Hoguta discloses: 
d) wherein while providing access to other handheld devices or the information . 

(see Hoguta col. 2, lines 23-29; col. 2, lines 44-49; col. 3, lines 11-20: access 

profile information utilizing identifier information from network device) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Multer to enable access to profile information by a user of 
a network capable device as taught by Hoguta. One of ordinary skill in the art would be 
motivated to employ Hoguta in order to enable uniform customization of services based 
on profile and preferences information, (see Hoguta col. 1 , lines 54-57: " ... a need for 
providing a subscriber with a method of uniformly customizing the use of varied 
terminals and services in accordance with a subscriber's preferences and purchased 
entitlements ... ') 

Regarding Claim 2, Multer discloses a method as described in Claim 1 further 
comprising the step of the first handheld sending the remote server a token identifying 
the information and the second handheld and wherein the token causes the account to 
be modified by the remote server, (see Multer col. 37, lines 62-65: data pack (i.e. token) 
used for information transfer utilized for update) 
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Regarding Claims 3, 14, Mutter discloses a method as described in Claims 1,12 
wherein the first and the second or the sender and the receiver handheld devices are 
handheld computer systems, (see Multer col. 4, lines 27-36: two devices (i.e. handheld 
devices) in communication) 

Regarding Claims 4, 15, 23, Multer discloses a method as described in Claims 1, 12, 
21 wherein the information is a version of an application program, (see Multer col. 12, 
lines 10-12; col. 12, lines 16-20; col. 13, lines 3-7: version information processed) 

Regarding Claims 5, 16, 24, Multer discloses a method as described in Claims 4, 15, 
21 wherein the account comprises an application version record table comprising an 
entry for each application stored in the second handheld device and wherein each entry 
comprises: an application identifier; a version identifier; and a user identifier, (see Multer 
col. 38, lines 3-5 col. 38, lines 8-15; col. 38, lines 55-59: identifiers utilized to designate 
contents within table entries) 

Regarding Claim 6, Multer discloses a method as described in Claim 1 wherein the 
step of automatically downloading the information to the second handheld device, of 
step d), is performed only if the first handheld device has authority to download to the 
second handheld device, (see Multer col. 33, lines 13-17; col. 34, lines 23-29; col. 5, 
lines 17-21 : authentication for device based on account information, download 
information) v 
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Regarding Claims 7, 18, Multer discloses a method as described in Claims 6, 17 
wherein the authority is established via an express grant of permission from the second 
handheld device to the first handheld device, (see Multer col. 34, lines 16-19: 
authorization for device based on account information) 

Regarding Claims 8, 19, Multer discloses a method as described in Claims 6, 17 
wherein the authority is established via a user confirmation that is made in response to 
a user message displayed on a display screen of the second handheld device, (see 
Multer col. 12, lines 29-36; col. 32, lines 23-28: user interface) 

Regarding Claims 9, 20, Multer discloses a method as described in Claims 1, 12 
wherein the remote server is a web based server, (see Multer col. 31, lines 21-23: web 
based (i.e. HTTP) server) 

Regarding Claim 10, Multer disclose a method as described in Claim 1 wherein the 
step d) is performed within a synchronization process between a remote server and the 
second handheld device, (see Multer col. 7, lines 58-64; col. 14, lines 18-19: 
synchronization process for information within server and handheld device) 

Regarding Claim 11, Multer disclose a method as described in Claim 1 wherein the 
step d) is performed within a synchronization process between a host computer system 
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and the second handheld device, (see Multer col. 7, lines 58-64; col. 14, lines 18-19: 
synchronization process for information in server and two devices (i.e. host system and 
handheld device)) 

Regarding Claim 12, Multer discloses a system comprising: 

a) a receiver handheld device; (see Multer col. 4, lines 25-36; col. 5, lines 17-21: 
receiver system (i.e. handheld device)) 

b) a remote server containing an account reserved for the receiver handheld device 
which describes a complement of information stored in the receiver handheld 
device; (see Multer col. 17, lines 15-20; col. 32, lines 14-17; col. 16, lines 50-50: 
server management system for user accounting information) 

c) a sender handheld device for causing the account to be modified to identify an 
information that resides on the remote server but not on the second handheld 
device; (see Multer col. 33, lines 13-17: update information within server system) 

d) wherein the receiver handheld device is for establishing a connection with the 
remote server; (see Multer col. 5, lines 10-17; col. 8, lines 16-19: handheld 
device communicating through connection between server and handheld device) 
and 

Multer discloses wherein the remote server is for automatically determining, 
from the account, that the information is new to the receiver handheld device and 
automatically for downloading the information to the receiver handheld device, 
(see Multer col. 34, lines 23-29: user information updated (i.e. new information)) 
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Multer does specifically discloses the capability to enable access to user profile 
by another user. 

However, Hoguta discloses: 
e) wherein while providing access to other handheld device for the information , (see 
Hoguta col. 2, lines 23-29; col. 2, lines 44-49; col. 3, lines 11-20: access profile 
information utilizing identifier information from network device) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Multer to enable access to profile information by a user of 
a network capable device as taught by Hoguta. One of ordinary skill in the art would be 
motivated to employ Hoguta in order to enable uniform customization of services based 
on profile and preferences information, (see Hoguta col. 1, lines 54-57) 

Regarding Claim 13, Multer discloses a system as described in Claim 12 wherein the 
sender handheld is for sending the remote server a token identifying both the 
information and the receiver handheld and wherein the token causes the remote server 
to modify the account, (see Multer col. 5, lines 17-21; col. 6, lines 16-20; col. 37, lines 
62-65: data pack (i.e. token) utilized to modify user information) 

Regarding Claim 17, Multer discloses a system as described in Claim 12 wherein the 
remote server is also for determining if the sender handheld device has authority to 
download to the receiver handheld device as a precursor to downloading the 
information to the receiver handheld device, (see Multer col. 4, lines 25-36; col. 6, lines 
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16-20: authorization for device, download information to device) 

Regarding Claim 21, Multer discloses a system comprising: 

a) a receiver handheld computer; (see Multer col. 4, lines 25-36; col. 5, lines 17-21 : 
receiver system (i.e. handheld device)) 

b) a web based server containing an account reserved for the receiver handheld 
computer which describes a complement of information stored in the receiver 
handheld computer; (see Multer col. 31, lines 21-23: web based (i.e. HTTP) 
server) 

c) a sender handheld computer for causing the account to be modified to identify an 
information that resides on the web based server but not on the receiver 
handheld computer; (see Multer col. 17, lines 15-20: update accounting 
information managed within management (i.e. web based)server) 

d) wherein the receiver handheld computer is for establishing a connection with the 
web based server; (see Multer col. 5, lines 10-17; col. 6, lines 16-20: handheld 
device communicating through connection between server and handheld device) 
and 

Multer discloses wherein the web based server automatically determines, 
from the account, that the information is new to the receiver handheld computer, 
also determines if the sender handheld computer has authority to download to 
the receiver handheld computer, and, if so, automatically downloads the 
information to the receiver handheld computer, (see Multer col. 34, lines 23-29: 
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update user information (i.e. new information)) Multer does specifically discloses 
the capability to enable access to user profile by another user. 
However, Hoguta discloses: 
e) wherein while providing access to other handheld devices for the information , 
(see Hoguta col. 2, lines 23-29; col. 2, lines 44-49; col. 3, lines 11-20: access 
profile information utilizing identifier information from network device) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Multer to enable access to profile information by a user of 
a network capable device as taught by Hoguta. One of ordinary skill in the art would be 
motivated to employ Hoguta in order to enable uniform customization of services based 
on profile and preferences information, (see Hoguta col. 1, lines 54-57) 

Regarding Claim 22, Multer discloses a system as described in Claim 21 wherein the 
sender handheld is for sending the remote server a token identifying both the 
information and the receiver handheld and wherein the token causes the web based 
server to modify the account, (see Multer col. 17, lines 15-20; col. 37, lines 62-65: data 
pack (i.e. token) used to manage user accounting information within management 
server (i.e. remote server)) 
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Conclusion 



6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kyung H. Shin whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3920. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30 am - 6 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Kyung H Shin 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2143 
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